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<Table 1> General characteristics {n=117)
/ Variable Division N(%)
Gender Male 78(66.7)
Female 39(33.3)

Marital status Married 78(66.7)
Unmarried 39(33.3)

Age(years) < 30 25(21.4)
30-49 52(44.4)

50 < 40(34.2)

Length of stay < 2 47(40.2)
(weeks) 2-5 26(22.2)
6-9 7( 6.0)

10 < 37(31.6)

Operation Operate 56(47.9)
Not operate 61(52.1)

Medical diagnosis* The lower limbs fracture 50(42.7)
The upper limbs fracture 22(18.8)

Contusion 21(17.9)

Multiple open deep laceration 11( 94)

Sprain and strain of lumbar region  8( 6.8)

Osteoarthritis of knee 6( 5.1)

Injury to multiple structure of knee 4( 3.4)

Rib fracture 3( 2.6)

Benign neoplasm 3( 2.6)

Synovitis and tenosynovitis 3( 2.6)

Ankylosing spondylitis 2(1.7

Crushing injury of fingers 2( 1.7

Pyogenic arthritis 2 L)

Nonunion of fracture 1( 0.9

Avascular necrosis of femoral head 1( 0.9)

Traumatic amputation 1( 0.9)

* Cumulative frequency
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<Table 2> Frequency of the domains and labels of nursing diagnoses in clients

Domain Label N(%) Rank |
Health promotion Impaired home maintenance 4( 1.8) 10
Subtotal:  4( 1.8) 7
Nutrition Risk for deficient fluid volume 2( 0.9) 21
Subtotal:  2( 0.9) 9
Elimination Constipation 6( 2.8) 6
Risk for constipation 3(1.4) 14
Diarrhea 3( 14) 14
Impaired urinary elimination 2( 09 21
) Subtotal: 14( 6.4) ) 3
Activity/Rest Impaired physical mobility 34(15.6) 2
Impaired walking 19( 8.7) 3
Risk for disuse syndrome 11( 5.0) 5
Impaired transfer ability 6( 2.8) 6
Dressing/Grooming self-care deficit S( 2.3) 8
Bathing/Hygiene self-care deficit 4 1.8) 10
Disturbed sleep pattern 4( 1.8) 10
Impaired bed mobility 4( 1.8) 10
Deficient diversional activity 1( 0.5) 27
Toileting self-care deficit 1( 0.5) 27
Risk for activity intolerance 1( 0.5) 27
Impaired wheelchair mobility 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal: 91(41.7) 1
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<Table 2> Frequency of the domains and labels of nursing diagnoses in clients(continued)

Domain Label N(%) Rank
Perception/Cognition Disturbed sensory perception 2( 0.9) 21
Subtotal:  2( 0.9) 9
Self- perception Situational low self-esteem 3(14) 14
Disturbed body image 3(1.4) 14
Subtotal: ~ 6( 2.8) 5
Role relationships Ineffective role performance 3( 1.4) 14
Subtotal:  3( 1.4) 8
Sexuality Sexual dysfunction 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  1( 0.5) il
Coping/Stress tolerance Post-trauma syndrome 3(1.4) 14
Ineffective coping 2( 0.9) 21
Anxiety 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  6( 2.8) 5
Safety/Protection Impaired skin integrity 5(2.3)
Risk for infection 3( 1.4) 14
Impaired tissue integrity ' 2( 0.9) 21
Risk for impaired skin integrity 2( 0.9) 21
Hyperthermia 1( 0.5) 27
Risk for peripheral neurovascular dysfunction 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  14( 6.4) 3
Comfort Acute pain 62(28.4) 1
Chronic pain 12( 5.5) 4
Nausea 1( 0.5) 27
Subtotal:  75(34.4) 2
Total 218(100.0)
<Table 3> Frequency of the nursing outcome labels <Table 4> Frequency of the nursing intervention labels
according to nursing diagnosis according to nursing diagnosis
Diagnosis Outcome label* N(%) Diagnosis Intervention label * N(%)
Acute pain 62(100.0) Acute pain 62(100.0)
Pain control 59( 95.2) Pain management 44( 71.0)
Comfort level 22( 35.5) Splinting 15( 24.2)
Pain level 11( 17.7) Analgesic administration 11( 17.7)
Pain: disruptive effects 2( 32) Medication administration: intramuscular ~ 9( 14.5)
{mpaired physical mobility 34(100.0) Positioning 6( 9.7)
Ambulation: walking 16( 47.1) Heat/Cold application 5C 8.1
Mobility level 11( 32.4) Environmental management: comfort 5( 8.1)
Ambulation: wheelchair 11( 324) Patient controlled analgesia assistance 4 6.5)
Joint movement: activity 8( 23.5) Cutaneous stimulation 3( 43)
Transfer performance 4 11.8) Simple massage 1( 1.6)
fmpaired walking 15(100.0) Impaired physical mobility. . 34(100.0)
Ambulation: walking 17( 89.5) Body.mechamcs prom0t10.n 17( 50.0)
Mobility level 4 21.1) ExerCfse therapy: fm?bulatlor'l. 14( 41.2)
Endurance 2 10.5) Exemfse therapy.: joint moblhty. ‘ 8( 23.5)
Self care: activities of daily living 2( 10.5) Exef?‘se, promotion: s'trengt h training 8(23.5)
Positioning: wheelchair 6( 17.6)
Chronic pain 12(100.0) Energy management 5( 14.7)
Pain control 10( 83.3) Positioning 40 11.8)
Comfort level 3( 41.7) Exercise therapy: stretching 2( 59
Risk for disuse syndrome 11(100.0) Pain management 2( 59
Endurance 6( 54.5) Traction/Immobilization care 1( 29)
Mobility level 4( 36.4) Impaired walking 19(100.0)
Immobility consequences: physiological 3(273) Exercise therapy: ambulation 12( 63.2)
Immobility consequences: psycho-cognitive 1( 9.1) Body mechanics promotion 6( 31.6)
Exercise promotion: strength training 6( 31.6)

* Cumulative frequency
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<Table 4> Frequency of the nursing intervention labels
according to nursing diagnosis(continued)

Diagnosis Intervention labelx N(%)
Impaired walking
Exercise promotion 3( 15.8)
Nutrition management 2( 10.5)
Exercise therapy: joint mobility 2( 10.5)
Energy management 2( 10.5)
Positioning 2( 10.5)
Pain management 2( 10.5)
Teaching: prescribed activity/exercise 1( 5.3)
Chronic pain 12(100.0)
Pain management 6( 50.0)
Exercise promotion 3( 25.0)
Positioning 2( 16.7)
Environmental management: comfort 2( 16.7)
Teaching: prescribed activity/exercise 1( 8.3)
Splinting 1( 83)
Risk for disuse syndrome 11(100.0)
Body mechanics promotion 3(27.3)
Exercise therapy: joint mobility 3( 27.3)
Bowel management 2( 18.2)
Skin surveillance 2( 18.2)
Exercise therapy: ambulation 1 9.1)
Exercise promotion 1 9.1)
Energy management IC 9.1
Positioning 1 9.1)
* Cumulative frequency
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<Table 5> Comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after interventions according to nursing diagnosis

Number of Indicator score
Diagnosis  Qutcome label i:rdnicz;o? Before After t{p)
M+SD MzSD
Acute pain
Pain control 9 11.5% .61 32.3£1.39 -24.23(.000)
Comfort level 6 6.9+ 33 20.4+1.09 -14.80(.000)
Pain level 7 104+ .50 27.7+ .80 -11.60(.000)
Pain: disruptive effects 4 4.0+ .00 5.5+.347 -1.00(.347)
Impaired physical mobility
Ambulation: walking 7 94+ 41 29.8+ 99 -16.83(.000)
Mobility level 7 8.8+ .53 25.5¢ .95 -13.25(.000)
Ambulation: wheelchair 6 7.1+ 57 274+ 88 -13.19(.000)
Joint movement: active 12 20.5+ 47 512+ .77 -11.81(.000)
Transfer performance 3 43+ 53 9.3+1.69 -2.45(.026)
Impaired walking
Ambulation: walking 11 12.5+ .37 45.0+1.12 -20.18(.000)
Mobility level 6 6.7+ 51 20.5+1.16 -5.44(.000)
Endurance 3 3.0+ .00 © 9.0£1.00 -3.46(.026)
Self-care: ADL 8 8.0+ .00 24.0£1.23 -4.63(.000)
Chronic pain
Pain control 8 11.0+ .77 31.7+£1.34 -9.29(.000)
Comfort level 7 13.2+ 41 21.1£1.06 -3.95(.000)
Risk for disuse syndrome
Endurance 12 17.2+ .65 299+ 99 -5.26(.000)
Mobility level 5 7.1+ .90 15.1+1.80 -2.29(.031)
Immobility consequences: physiological 6 13.5+ 46 220+ .52 -5.60(.000)
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<Table 5> Comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after interventions according to nursing diagnosis

(continued)

Indicator score

. . Num f
Diagnosis ~ Outcome label in ditc)z;o(r) Before After t(p)
MSD M+SD
Constipation
Bowel elimination 15 15.0+ .00 55.7+ .88 -18.69(.000)
Impaired transfer ability
Transfer performance 4 5.0+ 45 9.8+1.31 -3.33(.003)
Body positioning: self-initiated 3 5.0+ .58 8.0+ .58 -2.12(.101)
Muscle function 6 6.0+ .00 26.0x .52 -15.81(.000)
Dressing/GroonﬁBg self-care deficit
Self-care: ADL* 7 7.0+ .00 14.1+£1.66 -3.11(.003)
Self-care: dressing 11 20.0+1.28 26.0+1.83 -1.44(.163)
Impaired skin integrity ‘
Tissue intergrity: skin & mucus membrane 7 8.8+ 48 21.3:1.09 -6.38(.000)
Wound healing: primary intention 2 2.0+ .00 6.0+1.00 -3.46(.026)
Wound healing: secondary intention 3 4.0+ .55 9.0+ .84 -4.02(.003)
----- Impaired home maintenance
Family functioning 8 8.3+ 27 204+ 75 -7.43(.000)
Bathing/Hygiene self-care deficit
Self-care: ADL 9 11.0+ .34 305+ 83 -9.15(.000)
Self-care: bathing 5 125+ 83 22.0+1.03 -3.38(.007)
Disturbed sleep pattern
Sleep 6 93+ 52 18.8+1.18 -3.96(.000)
Well-being 3 0+ .00 9.0+2.31 -1.73(.134)
Rest 2 3.0 .71 7.0 71 -2.83(.106)
Impaired bed m-obility
Body positioning: self-initiated 5 6.0+ 46 20.2+ .76 -8.77(.000)
Mobility 6 6.0+ .00 26.5+ .53 -16.97(.000)
Risk for infection 7
Infection status 5 87 92 18.5£1.39 -2.76(.015)
Immune status 2 3.0+ .71 3.0+ 71 .00(1.00)
Risk for constipation
Bowel elimination 4 73+ .58 13.7¢ 53 -4.80(.000)
Ineffective role performance
Role performance 4 4.6+ 45 18.1¢+ .51 -16.01(.000)
Situation low self-esteem
Self-esteem 7 107+ 51 18.7+ .83 -4.27(.000)
Diarrhea )
Bowel elimination 9 12,0 .36 49.5+.27 -31.42(.000)
Disturbed body image
Self-esteem 4 4.0+ .00 17.0+ .83 -8.55(.000)
Body image 3 5.0t .57 15.0+ .00 -10.00(.000)
Post-trauma syndrome
Coping 6 95+ .52 19.1£1.27 -3.90(.000)
Disturbed sensory perception: kinésthetic, tactile
Muscle function 6 95+ .53 26.0+ 44 -11.64(.000)
Impaired urinary elimination
Urinary elimination 1 1.0+ .00 3.5+ 71 -5.00(.019)
Urinary continence 5 3.0+ 41 20.0+ 98 -7.67(.000)
Ineffective copng
Coping 10 18+ 47 36.5+ .89 -7.69(.000)
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<Table 5> Comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after interventions according to nursing diagnosis

(continued)

Indicator score

Diagnosis  Outcome label h::}gzg;;f Before After t{p) ’
M+SD M+SD
Impaired tissue integrity
Tissue integrity: skin & mucus membrane 8.5+ .52 21.5+ 52 -8.94(.000)
Wound healing: secondary intention 3.0+ .00 13.0+ .58 -10.00(.000)
Risk for deficient fluid volume
Fluid balance 6.0+ .00 115+ 71 -6.33(.000)
Sexual dysfunction
Sexual function 3.0+ 71 3.0 .71 .00(1.00)
Risk for activity intolerance
Endurance 5.0+ .00 9.0+ .71 -3.00(.095)
Activity tolerance 4.0+ 71 7.0+ .71 -2.83(.106)

* ADL: Activities of Daily Living

7 v, A, ALY NI EE AN
(Lee, 2000) 5= H&stict 18ln
AE“Oﬂ 7@@@ AEE 7k

fu
)
olo
_Orl_g
£

ZU{% Ol%d ZHWV} OITOVW &k
2001), 602 BESFE B oA g Hed ke A,
A 9 ARe sty FA F HEES A

AX A dlolgHo]AE FEIGIOM, ﬂiéﬂ}ﬂ A
gt dlojelwlo]rt FEER] ghobd HEFA
Z74817] oj#Hd H(Yoo & Chi, 2001) 5
3 MR EFEEA A FRAM
AABEL T kgl At® FAE A8
A BolFES 6}913111 rmzﬂﬂl ofj gt *é

o2
Z o\ g
okt
£
2ol ol oox B oo
Y B2 oo 2 > ofN ¢

09{:2
)
bt
i
S
o
]
).
;O
}E
E
ok
2
oX,
ofth
1o
W= 4o
r\l
I-O‘I
=Y
do
2

T & TIPS s g, A 9 A AAE ol%
8tod 73 Park(2003)9) A7 Bl

W e AR
283 AR M, A3A R wolEEo|AE TEI e
hE FAHCR Frketes & F 2 fAEgled, £4
Azl AgseE e A, S H41 A%
Wel=5 AAder A A, 2334 B¢ FoLE4,
Aetd TA ¢l AXNE H, 52T % NEE 45
EE S A, T Al 7 gl s He] FEEs uE
ntEsta zbzhe] ALAAE AAE A, 283 A5E A
Mgt 29T £ RS & 4 T2 & ZRIHN B
gl Fod S4dolgt & & ok

¥ NNN Linkage 7t A= a=8S Aol 4
oA AL A, QAREY A WA FAE
Fol 71 wol vehd A3 3, dFe)n, A4, o
wolnt B2 o R B Park(2003)) A3t Yood) Chi

ChErZt & 5t3l x| 35(6), 2005 108 .

(2009 EBRFe A Asel XSStk 53] Park
(2003)9] AAIN e F4TFol AR FEIAIA M
2 NS Hed, §52 4389 #x st &

T SARA ARz Ze i 24 M S8 T
07 ANHEL Y&(Kim, 1996y AFdF Utk webA
A &3 gake] FFel oigh Al AR
AR BSAY gl EFAIA &}
TolA 2 vhEloE & WEE UEY e
%oﬂ, isgxgoﬂ TOZ Park(2003)8] R
ol Uizt EolN vjEe
& i%%“&, oA wor b}E} Aol zkelzt A A
S AFAR IR0 BAE we AARA PEdE
YA AR fgolt $ME gk ASE
Ak AgEo] o]Foxjok

o) )
folr fot
iin) e
*E
fu
T ow
= o
2 s
ol
ox
oft
ofN
1o
ML 1-':1_‘
foi
i,
iR
= rr
offt

2ol ofN

I
Park(2003), Yoo} Chi(2001)8] A5 AXFHch AA
71573l ekl A o) 7471 NEA FE ols:
o o7 Eﬁg%oﬂ e A9 ol 27, 7184
U, A7pzks: daag %% cog 747 yehd R
Park(zoo3)54 A7 dAsioled, ole hExIdd 471
HAdES JepdlE ddA '1—8—% ARz Qs Wi

_L,OH'T
]
2

g, ol F5ud, A § Park(2003), Yoo
¢} Chi(2001), Lee(2000)2] A#53} Ux|8H3) l“& %‘—%W]E
Park(2003)2] A7 Wg Ayl dxeto] HzwE o

987



? 24 8 5 |

AR EAE M Aow AR 1 vE &HE Ve Rom, ke dn ARE EFstL Qo] BHEFAY RS
W Rk 25, A9, €9 38 T8 FA =S Yoodk hold = EE AREgorg hsAlY ey Hes
Chi(2001), Lee(zoooH A#RZT= Ao/t Yt AlAA 7] golstAl & Ao Atmdrt
AN A A AAE FH, S5 By, 258 v B A7 gy T2 FEE T AP
W BERE, £557: TEEH FA ¢oF, 2gae] A 3 9z RE geld 113 Ad, Ay 2 FA ARE
@] A FLH: 1, AAls A, 2553 28E AEeld ftzage] AL 4 e Jd, A 9 FA
H FA w2 ZH7 vehd AL Park(2003)8) A9} HAF Z ANFE B oyl 1 #ARAdE BoF gtk ukebA
3FGth vkl S-Sl dist EFAeA & At B Ad= 3399 sAE 9 EEeEes 988 &
SoeE, EFTH, A8, FEBY: HAER +o0F ek o AYela 7hedy fF B4 9 7159 HE &
A Hl3l, Yoot Chi(2001)2] AueME FFdd, dold & 5 e AR AXNE 7FesA stER 75 HAE Y
¥, AETtelA o ¢oE Jeht 9% 1tezldolzts AFALE G RAeg Algdnh
ol tig EFAlE tE A0E vkt ol 22 AR
T 5Y% Aol stk @A QRlo] th2r] Wil gd= 9 Ho
o, #AQNE AAAITIAY Qe BFLE HEFATE A
g xojAof §S(Choi et al, 2002)% HolFn glong 7% B oATeE 23809 3 93ez JdE NANDAZ
Agte] Ag Al FAlo) ot gEele] et soto] Fol ZaAd, Noce 7tEAI 9 NIce 7hEFEA ERAAE
RoT Fedith w3 3add didxte 5440 we 7t 7lMbo 7 FYeln JABAlA 44 7 537 ThERE,
IFAE g2A FYEED 35S ¢ F den A 9370 3 AT} 1617] tEFAL] AAUoE M| AE 75
3T F5E Y& AEH HAI2H A HHEd FEFA0 5}%] NNN Linkage 7t3773 AAZza8s /gste] Al
A& = ojok it AT o)F HEslod 7t WFALS S5

AW ESA A - F AN AR QA5 AolE o, AYeln A g, txdd, AEEFA
A% A% F 61719 EAAE F sl FFM BF 9 7 AAE FETeEN AT I AEE A4
ZA) AR Foff {23 2ol A el ol Ade gof 71oist At A ZE I
H3A 3 FA Ave FAA dsADE EAVE siE w Z23e g2 ERPY TF dFES FEslen
HQAY A4S vehlin, A zaAdnzt AR, B4, A 9 A AE AX sl 2203
DuAahy AAo] FrldA e eFAe] ang wdst o] Ag-L FIHY AP oA o|Fojgor, &
= R A7 de wakea Edahe Brh)Ee] HE AR Q)T 7P§DM°1] mro}i A= Y9 s
2 2h3A9R) A whge] ost Amv P ARE GA A8 1d o]l EAF 10WS HideE £ ey A
Bk = gk of st wE HAg Fol 2004»4 14958 29704 339

7 9 87%E 3 W] 9st A 179 A AL TE U

%

=
2 % glold BEFAY AN Mg AL & goEs
: 3@% ARV F2 e,

 F234, AXR FA o2 ANt FA
o $HEY HES F1, 25859 49 WES 23T 5

B oZg e Asd
Win/PC+& 0]%3}01 Aol W, wRg Wws
paired t-testZ #4133},

Q7RI e} 2,

A, A pEAEE 537
O HNEE AR
2N(8.7%),
o skt

A, gAY BEawd 73
A FHETY NEAHNe TERE

N{N'
n

¢

EE 2 35707} JER

Z(28.4%), AAH 71594N(15.6%), 23
T ES(5.5%), BIAHE ST AFAG%) &

FAF}E= A 159 A
21(95.2%), °M¢%§~(35 5%),
A 2429 AL A
RN tsAFE 0]%: @71(47.1%) 7 5
(32.4%), ©1%: BAI(324%) £L7, A 3&Y 7E

r\l

o}ﬂ o
rﬁ o,

rSl

DA B
gole e AT ofF 271(89.5%), 7158 FE(21.1%),

Ch Bt & 53 x| 35(6), 20059 108



MYl UBAIE 2Bt 2 Y MAZETY Ny W NS

WTE(10.5%), A7 5
222 57

AA, Az rEwd isEAE A 1ed sAd
355 EFAT FERTL0%), FEH7(24.2%),
WEA FoA(17.7%) €22 Yebon, Al 269 AA4 7)
5972 taFAe NAVIE F2(50.0%), 52 B
(#12%), T BELF35%), TETRL THE™
(23.5%) £L.8, Xil 389 RPFY NEFAE TR
HA63.2%), AA7F  SHG16%), Tk
(3L.6%) =22 Zkz} vekyith

A, tadad 54 A% dedn AxFHs v
iolME dadabelAl AA4E F 61/ tEdn 5359 Ax
ArE F TAAERT Fof §98 Aolz FA Hepd H
Axp= 5701900, 744 94 {Piﬂ%ﬂ a4 il
= .00, p=1.00)2} 437
471%(t= .00, p=1.00)°114]

1“4 ow-a»}cg =

AL BE(10.5%) 0.7 247

1o

01501]741 Z*% 7Fs P HAMAQ e BEA, 2
TAE A EAHANL, TA A
A3} @?94 ZpOlE WA AMRE T
g g -/F AT oMY ¥ REI dAZz
K s el 287540l
*OZH TAE 41‘4011 A

&&7
i;

ol
p
=
)
itd
ek
N
b
el
i_.
HI
)

2 Zle :

£ A7 Ane A o 2ol Addd

A, Eay AdZz O e A% B FA wE
N3FFEY BsAN] BE Axol i JIEFE
¥ 477t dastt

A, AR pekele] A ks iz ke Ay
2 AL A Flsks whE At stk

YA, 4 4 23ARE 05 A8 Bk (mobile)s 0§
3 2tz Zz2aH i 9 Ago] dgsith

References

Choi, S. H.,, Kim, S. O., Sung, M. H,, Lee, E. J, Lim, E. S,,
Ji, H. R., & Hwang, S. J. (2002). Nursing process. Seoul:

chetzt S &3l x| 35(6), 20054 10€

Jungmunkag.

Choi, S. H., Lee, E. J.,, Park, S. J, & Park, M. J. (2003).
Standard nursing diagnoses, interventions, & outcomes.
Seoul: Jungmunkag.

Choi, Y. H., Lee, W. L., Kim, S. S., & Park, H. K. (1998).
Nursing process computerization - Nursing diagnosis and
nursing intervention. Seoul: Hyunmoonsa.

Choi, Y. H., Rhee, H. Y., Kim, H. S,, Kim, S. S., & Park,
K. O. (1996). A survey study of nursing diagnosis use in
clinical practice. J Korea Acad Nurs, 26(4), 930-945.

Choi, Y. S. (1994). The study on the nursing needs of the
nurses and the patienis -focused on orthopedic patients-.
Unpublished master's thesis, The Korea University of
Korea, Seoul.

Chor{, S. I, Kim, K. M. ], Park, J. S., Lee, M. H,, & Cho,
K. S. et al. (2000). Adult Nursing (3rd ed). Seoul:
Hyunmoonsa.

Creason, N. S., Pogue, N. J., Nelson, A. A.,, & Hoytl, C. A.
(1985). Validating the nursing diagnosis of impaired
physical mobility. Nur Clinf North Am, 20(4), 669-683.

English-Korean Mosby's medical, nursing, & allied health
dictionary (6th ed.). (2002). Seoul: Hyunmoonsa.

Johnson, M., Bulechek, G. M., McCloskey, J. C., Mass, M., &
Moorhead, S. (2001). Nursing diagnosis, outcome &
interventions: NANDA, NOC, & NIC linkages. St. Louis:
Mosby.

Johnson, M., Mass, M., & Moorhead, S. (2000). Nursing
outcomes classification (NOC). St Louis: Mosby.

Kim, M. J, Choi, Y. H, Kim, C. J, Kang, H. S., & Lee, S.
O. (1993). Nursing process. Seoul: Seoul National
University Pub.

Kim, Y. T. (1996). Pain in Orthopedic aspect. J Korean Med
Assoc, 39(12), 1460-1466.

Kwon, K. N, & Lee, M. K. (1999). Analysis of the nursing
interventions by the orthopedic nurses in Korea. Yeungnam
College of Science & Technology Thesis Collection, 28,
223-231.

Lee, H. S. (1998). Nursing care of patients in total
arthroplasty. J Korean Rheum Associ, 5(1), 135-138.

Lee, J. Y. (2000). Development and evaluation of the
computerized nursing diagnosis/intervention  system  for
nutritional and eliminative problems. Unpublished master's *
thesis, The Yonsei University of Korea, Seoul.

Lim, N. Y., Kim, K. J, Oh, S. Y., Han, H. S, Kwon, Y. E,
Lee, H. J, Hong, J. J, Moon, M. S, & Lee, Y. I
(2000). Nursing process and clinical pathway with disease.
Seoul: Hyunmoonsa.

Mass, M., & Sphecht, J. K. P. (2000). Nursing classification
center products; current- status of nursing oufcomes
classification studies. Paper presented at the meeting of
the Seoul National University Research Institute of
Nursing Science.

McCloskey, J. C., & Bulechek, G. M. (2000). Nursing
intervention classification (NIC) (3rd ed). St. Louis: Mosby.

Miccek, W. T., Berry, L., Gilski, D., Kalienbah, A., Link, D,

989



& Scharer, K. (1996). Patient outcome: the link between
nursing diagnosis and interventions. J Nurs Adm, 26(11),
29-35.

Moorhead, S., & Delany, C. (1997). Mapping nursing
intervention data into the nursing intervention classification
(NIC); process and rules. Nurs Diagn, 8(4), 137-144.

North American Nursing Diagnosis Association (1999). NANDA
nursing  diagnosis;  definitions  classification  1999-2000.
Philadelphia: NANDA.

North American Nursing Diagnosis Association (2000). NANDA
nursing diagnosis; definitions classification 2001-2002.
Philadelphia: NANDA.

Park, H. J. (2003). Development and application of the
computerized nursing process program using nursing
diagnosis-outcome-intervention linkage. Unpublished master's
thesis, The Chonnam University of Korea, Gwang Ju.

Park, S. A., Park, J. H., Lee, H. J, Park, S. H,, & Jung, M.
S. (2001). A system for nursing diagnosis and intervention

management using the nursing outcome indicators. J

‘Korean Soc Med Inform, 7(1), 35-43.

Shin, C. (2002). An easy ERP. Seoul: MiraeGyeongyoung.

Yom, Y. H, & Kim, S. H. (1999). Nursing outcomes
classification (NOC). Seoul: Hyunmoonsa.

Yom, Y. H., Kim, M. S., Park, S. A., & Park, J. H. (1998).
Nursing interventions classification (NIC). Seoul: Hyunmoonsa.

Yoo, H. S. (2003). Clinical nursing process model using a
database linking system. J Korean Soc Med Inform, 9(1),
25-36.

Yoo, H. S, & Chi, S. A. (2001). Construction of linkage
database on nursing diagnoses, interventions, outcomes in
abdominal surgery patients. J Korean Acad Adm Nurs,

7(3), 1-13.
Yoo, J. S., Ryou, H. B, Park, J. W., & Ko, I. S. (1998).
Development of the information system -for nursing

process -An implementation of nursing diagnosis system
using neural network-. J Korean Soc Med Inform, 4(2),
49-58.

-~ Development and Application of a Computerized Nursing Process
Program for Orthopedic Surgery Inpatients
- NANDA, NOC, and NIC Linkages -

Kim, Hye-Suk"

1) Assistance Professor, Department of Nursing, Mokpo Catholic University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to develop and to apply the NANDA, NOC, and NIC (NNN) linkages
into a computerized nursing process program using the classification systems of nursing diagnoses, nursing
outcomes and nursing interventions. Method: The program was developed with planning, analysis, design and
performance stages. The program was applied to 117 patients who were admitted to orthopedic surgery nursing
units from January to February, 2004. Results: Thirty-five of fifty-three nursing diagnoses were identified. Five
nursing diagnoses in order of frequency were: Acute pain (28.4%), Impaired physical mobility (15.6%), Impaired
walking (8.7%), Chronic pain (5.5%) and Risk for disuse syndrome (5.0%). The nursing outcomes of the 'Acute
pain’ nursing diagnosis tended to have higher frequencies (cumulative) in order of Pain management (95.2%),
Comfort level (35.5%) and Pain level (17.7%). The nursing interventions of the 'Acute pain' nursing diagnosis
tended to have higher frequencies (cumulative) in order of Pain management (71.0%), Splinting (24.2%) and
Analgesic administration (17.7%). In comparison of outcome indicator scores between before and after the
intervention according to the 61 nursing outcomes, the mean scores of 52 outcome indicators after the intervention
were significantly higher than before the intervention. Conclusion: It is expected that this program will help
nurses perform their nursing processes more efficiently.
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